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Behind the McCarthy Crisis: The. consensus of a miinethe smart boys in the “Capital-an 
the past 48 hours, is that Senator McCarthy won his battle we Seeretaty of the Army. Stevens..How- 


ever, a feeling lingers that the Wisconsin Senator was unnecessarily rough in calling separ Zwicker 
“unfit” to wear the U.S. uniform. 


Thereby hangs a hitherto untold tale which explains McCarthy’s exasperation with the officers and 


which suggests that the Army had better clean its own house before complaining about affronts. to its 
honor. It is this. 


Before General Zwicker took the ued stand, he was questioned privately by the Senator behind 
closed doors — in “executive session”, the term used on Capitol Hill. We are informed that Zwicker 
seemed honest and forthright at this time and apparently was cooperative with the committee. Natur- 


ally, McCarthy assumed that the General would continue to be cooperative in the public hearing which 
was to follow. 


Of course, as anyone who has read the text of the open hearing interrogation of Zwicker knows, 


the Army officer was not “cooperative”, but evasive. It is this sequence which is necessary to under- 
stand McCarthy’s very pardonable exasperation. . 


But McCarthy did not know, may still not know, what bitter tea the General drank in the interven- 
ing time to work such a change in him. Our information from high military quarters is that Zwicker 


received a written order following his executive hearing not to “tell all” at the public hearing the next 
day. 


Why did “higher authority” muzzle the officer and thus cause his public humiliation? ‘The answer 
lies in the messy situation in the Department of the Army itself. The pervading influence of New 
Dealer Anna Rosenberg when she served as War Manpower head in recent years has not entirely dis- 
sipated. Furthermore, a sort of purge of higher ranking Army officers has been going on, as we pointed 
out in our issue of February 10. Colonel Bunker, until recently MacArthur’s aide, ten days ago gave a 
newspaper interview indicating that, in his view, elimination of many officers who have shown too much 
independence by following MacArthur’s point of view, has been proceeding. . 


We have called attention to a fact, well-known to informed observers here, that former Chief of 
Staff General Marshall still wields quiet but strong influence on policies and promotions in the Army. 
Marshall is no friend of MacArthur, and the Marshall policy led to our disaster in the Far East. ‘“Mar- 
shall”, it is said, “is the biggest Truman-Acheson holdover in the nation’s Capital.” Those who have a 
vested interest in their own past mistakes, often work strenuously — and with little regard for the 
honor of a mere Brigadier General or the respect due a U.S. Senator. 


Fight to Go On: When the George amendment was beaten by one vote in the Senate on February 
26, millions of citizens waited, tensely, expecting momentarily that Senator Bricker would issue a strong 
statement that the fight would go on. Nearly a week passed and perturbation spread. -Then, on March 
4, they heard the words they wanted to hear — and more besides. In Atlanta, Senator Bricker said 
the fight to protect the Constitution from the plots of internationalists to destroy it “has only just Begti 
He also declared that “the American people would never let the issue die”. 
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- Bricker then did some straight-from-the-shoulder talking about the tactics of the White House in de- 
feating the George amendment. Observers know that it was under Roosevelt that the White House lobby 
(armed with patronage) became.a powerful weapon for whipping Congress into line — a weapon violative 
of the spirit of the Constitution which presumed that one branch of the government would not pressure 
another. Bricker pointed out that while the Administration took the view that both his amendment and 
that of George “breached the traditional line of demarcation between legislative and executive powers”, 


the real breach of that line occurred “in the buttonholing of Senators by high officials of the White House 
and State Department”. 









Meanwhile on Capitol Hill both sides are jockeying for position as the Senate prepares to reconsider 
the George amendment. The situation is still highly critical, but mounting pressure by home folks on 
opposition Senators — both Democrats and Republicans — may produce a switch for victory. 







-Not Merely Gossip: Capital observers this week turned attention to what they call the “mystery of 
Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr.”, head of our delegation to UN. The comparative quiet of that gentle- 
man and the lack of publicity (of which he has never before been shy) makes old hands wonder a bit. 
When the UN session closed up in January, Lodge was slated to become quite a figure in Washington 

and -various capitals, with no little to say publicly and privately. True, he may be silently maneuvering 
to appear ere long as the top psychological warfare adviser to Ike — to succeed C. D. Jackson. Or, 
he may mysteriously and quietly retire — not unlike the sudden and unexplained retirement of Arthur 
Vandenberg, Jr. (son of the late Senator), who came to Washington a year ago to take a White House 
job, with quite a big bang, but who has subsequently disappeared from the political scene. 

@ Not all the forensics of the current McCarthy contra mundum are what they seem to be when 
reported to the press. National GOP Chairman Len Hall, for instance, (who is usually regarded as very 
friendly to the Wisconsin Senator) rapped Senator Joe over the wrist at one juncture of the fray, thus 
causing much surprise. Just before he did so, we learned that Hall was seeking to' pass the word, via a 
grapevine to Joe, that the latter should not take seriously a coming “slap-on-the-wrist”, that Hall would 
have to make it at the request of the White House. 

@ It happened at the Burning Tree golf club outside Washington where President Eisenhower 
plays. Ike, who was seated at luncheon with Senator Prescott Bush, asked: “I wonder why Robert R. 
Young wants so badly to get into that New York Central Railway?” Senator Bush, a former partner in 
Harriman and Company, one of the Wall Street investment banking crowd which has fought Young, re- 
marked: “A lot of people in the railway business don’t like Young.” The President said: “Well, the 
opposition to Young sent a fellow to see me and he asked me to intervene in the matter [inferentially 
with the Interstate Commerce Commission]. I refused to do so.” Since the President seemed pretty 
final about that, the conversation turned. to golf. 

@ In the Senate cloakrooms, they are calling their Vermont colleague “Senator Slanders”. For 
the smear attack of Senator Ralph E. Flanders, junior Senator from Vermont, on Senator McCarthy, is 
not appreciated by regular Republicans, who see in it an appeasement of the Democratic Party, now in 
its grand effort to split the GOP. . 

























The McLeod Case: The State Department took a step last week which, if they follow it up, will 
mean complete recapture of State by the “old gang” of Fair Dealers and Acheson friends — and it will 
prove one of the most serious blows to the country since Ike took power a year ago. By this time, the 
average businessman must be aware that State — through its power to spend abroad and shape our 
foreign policy — is infinitely more important (and dangerous) to the business community than the De- 
partment of Commerce. Hence the importance of the McLeod case. 

. What State did last week was to announce that Mr. Scott McLeod, Administrator of Security, should 
be shorn of his authority over his Personnel bureau (that is his power to “hire and fire”), leaving to 
him only his investigative powers. McLeod, despite opposition from Undersecretary “Beedle” Smith 
and the old gang, has valiantly sought (and with some measure of success) to clean out “security risks”. 
He has thereby incurred the deadly enmity of the “old gang”. The “gang” is by no means old in age; 
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they are mostly young men who climbed to power in the latter days of Roosevelt and under. Truman and 
Acheson. This crowd wants no cleanout, unless it means exclusion of the minority of truly American 
diplomats who put national security above adherence to the old Truman-Acheson policies. 


Hence, with infinite care and planning, the old crowd prepared the way for McLeod’s downfall. 
Their friends in the press and on the air, the “liberals”, went to work to smear McLeod over a period 
of weeks (hence the hullabaloo over his speeches at Lincoln Day dinners). The planners timed the 
major operation for a week when Secretary Dulles was abroad and when McLeod was away on vacation. 
Then they released the news that McLeod had been separated from his “hire and fire” bureau. 


McCarthy called for an explanation from Dulles about this shenanigan. Eisenhower said it was 
none of the business of members of Congress. McCarthy could have, but refrained from doing so, re- 
torted that the Committee on Executive Expenditures (of which he is Chairman) has not only the right 
but the duty to look into such matters. Meanwhile, in the past forty-eight hours, Senator Styles Bridges, 
head of the Appropriations Committee which has power over State Department funds, arrived back in 
town from a European trip. What will he say and do? 

The stage is set for a big row between the Executive and Legislative branches over the MeLeod af- 
fair. Observers believe that, unless the Legislative branch makes the State’ Department retreat“or the 
McLeod case, the game is lost for those who expected a real cleanout of the State Department. And that 
means more and more predominance of the old Truman-Acheson coterie. The matter is crucial. 


Memory at Caracas: Secretary Dulles’ sudden appeal for inter-American collaboration against Com- 
munism undoubtedly provoked some bitter memories among Latin-American diplomats. For they know 
that it was Franklin D. Roosevelt who opened wide the door for Communist penetration of the peoples 
south of the Rio Grande. Here is the story. . 


Immediately after World War I the Kremlin plotters put Latin America high on their list and sent 
in Communist agents masquerading as merchants, journalists, etc. The subversives spread out in Argen- 
tina, Brazil, Uruguay, Mexico and other places, organizing Communist cells and uprisings. Then. the 
Latin Americans woke up. They found out that Moscow had actually designated one of the Russian 
traders as “Commissar for South America”; that he was operating under a hundred-page blueprint di- 
rective for softening up the Latins for revolution. The so-called Russian traders and agents were booted 
out. But the important fact is that from 1919-33 Latin American countries had a bitter experience with 
Communist Russia. Time and again Russian agents came close to capturing a whole country through in- 
spired strikes and violents riots. They were defeated only by the determined efforts of anti-Communist 
leaders who often found out just in the nick of time about a plot on the verge of success. By 1933 Latin 
America was thoroughly aroused to the world revolutionary activities of the Kremlin. SOU aasctal 


Then up in Washington Roosevelt did something that left the anti-Communist leaders to our South 
gasping. Roosevelt had been President only a few months when one South American ambassador 
found out negotiations were under way for the U.S. to recognize Soviet Russia. In no time at all Latin 
American governments were burning up the cables with documented warnings to Roosevelt, “don’t do 
it”. They knew that recognition of Russia by the U.S. would give Communism a powerful foothold in this 
part of the world and the opportunity to renew on a formidable scale its infiltrative activities, in the 
countries to our south. Four Presidents of the U.S. had refused to recognize Red Russia’ because. they 
knew that recognition would be an effective instrum ent for infiltrating America. The American Legion’s 
official publication has charged that the messages from Latin American countries warning Roosevelt not 
to give Russia recognition were stamped “top secret” and hidden from Congress and the people. _, 


But Roosevelt recognized. Russia one midnight over the prayerful protests of the American Feder- 
ation of Labor and the American Legion and other powerful groups. The Communists promptly set up 2 
big Embassy in Washington and from this base operations started in again to infiltrate ‘Latin America, 
and later during World War II put pressure on Latin American governments to recognize Soviet Russia. 
All this explains why Dulles did not have such a big success at Caracas last week as was reported.  ‘ 





The Four-cent Stamp: H.R. 6052 has been passed by the House Post Office Committee. If it clears 
both houses of Congress, i in its. present form, you will have to put a four-cent stamp on your first-class 
love letters if you want them to reach their destination. 


The reason for the hike? The annual deficit. Ever since the post office business. became 2 gov- 
ernment monopoly (it wasn’t so in the beginning) it has come up with an annual deficit, and every in- 
crease in posta] rates, peculiarly enough, was followed by a greater deficit than the Department showed 
before; and that was so even though the volume of its business increased. We can predict with some con- 


fidence that this new increase in postage rates, when it goes into effect, will produce a deficit larger than 
the last one. Why? 


One reason we offer is the practice of the Department of buying services at a price determined by 
availability, not use. Most of the delivery operations of the Post Office Department are performed by 
private carriers: railroads, airplanes, ships, motor trucks. The Department does not pay for the serv- 
ices actually rendered by these carriers, but for the availability of their services. Thus, a mail car is 
paid for at the rate agreed upon, which is for so many pounds for so many miles, even if it carries only 
a fraction of the mail it is supposed to carry, according to contract. This is the way the government, 
since it monopolized the post office business, has always subsidized carriers. These subsidies play a big 
part in creating the annual deficits, but the books of the Department are not kept in such a way as to 


show up the subsidies. This is the secret and swollen item which has been kept from the knowledge 
of the taxpayer. 


A recent news item underlines the point. The Department announced a few weeks ago that it would 
transport by air between certain cities, if the airplanes had room for mail that had been sent at regular 
first-class rates. The Post Office owned the space, as per contract. However, that meant that the rail- 
roads would have that much less mail to carry. Would the railroads make a refund for the services they 
were hot called upon to render, because the mail was transferred from their cars to the airplanes? Don’t 


be foolish. (We are told that the railroads have complained that this taking mail from them is dis- 
criminatory. ) 


Perhaps you would call this way of subsidizing carriers an inefficient way of running the post office. 
But, why should anyone expect efficiency in a government department? The Post Office is no more a 
business than is the War Department or the State Department, and no one applies to these agencies the 
standards of efficiency that are applicable to a business. We will never have efficiency in the service of 


delivering mail — and we will never get rid of deficits — until the Post Office is turned over to private 
enterprise. 


Scared Cats: One-Worlder Robert M. Hutchins says, in an article in Look (March 9), that teachers 
are actually afraid to teach, not arithmetic, reading and spelling, but UN, One-World, UNESCO. They 
are afraid to even mention these topics, because doing so might cost them their reputations if not their 
jobs. This-is interesting, if true. The former President of the University of Chicago says in his article 
that he bases his conclusions on a study made by the National Education Association, an organization 


that has been flooding schools and the country with One-World and UNESCO propaganda for some time. 


We hesitate to describe so eminent an educator as naive. But we have before us a manual issuéd 
by the Board of Education of New York; this manual is issued to teachers whose subject is Social Studies. 
It is replete with instructions on how to interest children in One-Worldism, UNESCO, UN. Now, how 
can teachers be afraid to teach what they are instructed to teach by the school authorities? We would 


assume that they would be fired if they did not follow orders — if, for instance, they pointed out the 
inherent deficiencies of One-Worldism. 
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if WING PAPERS NEED RIGHT WING WRITERS 
“) By HANDICAPPER 


YS . + e ° . . 
Co Drew Pearson, in a confidential aside to his public, mentioned a 


conversation with President Eisenhower at the Paris GHQ of NATO in 1952. “I 
had the temerity to point out,” wrote Pearson, “that his chief problem as President would 
be with the isolationist wing of the Republican Party, the China Lobby and one of its 
chief spokesmen, Sen. McCarthy.” 

A politician wiser to the tricks of the trade than Mr. Eisenhower was at that time 
might have suspected what Pearson was trying to convey; namely, that unless Eisenhower 
and his Administration played second fiddle to the Fair Deal Democrats, Eisenhower 
could expect a steady drumfire from “liberal” columnists, pink Washington correspond- 
ents and egg-headed commentators. Pearson reported that the Ike of 1952 “‘listened care- 
fully, but it was obvious from the questions he asked that he did not understand that 
phase of the problem ahead of him. Today, of course, he certainly should understand 
it.” 

Indeed he should. Ever since Eisenhower was sworn into office — rather, ever since 
his nomination — the General has been relentlessly pursued by a group of Fair Deal re- 
porters and commentators whose objective is to sucker the President into statements and 
acts which will divide the Republican Party and thereby make straight the way for Adlai 
Stevenson, or some other crypto-liberal Messiah, to march into the White House. Those 
who read the efforts of Pearson, Jes freres Alsop, Tom Stokes, Marquis Childs or Roscoe 
Drummond, not to mention the works of several White House reporters, realize that the 
campaign is on. 

But the astounding aspect of this well-oiled anti-G.O.P. and anti-Eisenhower prop- 
aganda drive is that it is made possible by conservative and Republican newspaper pub- 
lishers and sponsors of radio and television broadcasts, who worked like crazy to get Tru- 
man out of the White House and Eisenhower in. Millions of readers and listeners through- 
out the United States are assailed daily by skillful if often pompous Fair Deal propaganda 
paid for by rich and presumably anti-Fair Deal sponsors. 


i la BATTLE GOES back to the 1952 Eisenhower campaign, when, on the basis of some 
irresponsible statements about Dick Nixon’s private finances, the Fair Deal commen- 
tators attempted to blow the G.O.P. campaign out of the water before it had more than 
cleared the breakwater. It has persisted with endless variations through the President’s 
press conferences and up and down the congressional committee hearing rooms, from one 
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dubious “‘crisis” to the next, until it would seem that the “education” of Dwight Eisenhower 
ought to be complete. 


Invariably, or almost invariably, the boys palm off their propaganda as*if their pur- 
pose was to save Eisenhower from bad advice by “‘isolationists’” and other wicked gold 
brick salesmen. Attorney General Brownell’s revelations of Harry Dextet White's real 
identity was described by Marquis Childs as ‘‘a two-edged sword.” He feared that ‘“‘many 
who were behind Mr. Eisenhower in the campaign last year believed he ‘would end the 
divisiveness and distrust.” It seems the exposure of a Red spy in the Truman fold was 


a form of — you guessed it — “McCarthyism.” Tom Stokes allowed how the White af- 
fair indicated that the G.O.P.’s “dirty political slip’ was showing. 


To Roscoe Drummond, the squabble between Secretary of the Army Stevens and Joe 
McCarthy represents the “‘peak of irresponsibility,” although he doesn’t say just how. 
Even a Fair Dealer can hardly have forgotten the Pearl Harbor investigations, the hear- 
ings to probe the firing of MacArthur, or even the Truman Committee to ride herd on the 
armed services during World War II. The “irresponsibility” therefore, would appear to 
consist in Joe McCarthy’s rhetoric, and not in the right of Congress to ask questions of 
brigadier generals. The “irresponsibility” of the gentlemen of the press who represented 
the Army as “surrendering to McCarthy” is something which has to be left to the con- 
sciences of our gullible ‘“‘press lords.” They bought it. 


It was largely in Republican, or crypto-Republican, newspapers, that the Alsop 
brothers launched their time-bomb against Dr. Clarence Manion of Notre Dame, who had 
agreed to serve as Chairman of the Commission on Inter-Governmental Relations. Dr. 
Manion’s views are mainly those of Eisenhower’s 1952 campaign contributors, not to 
mention the speech-makers and the Republican Platform. To the Alsops, Dr. Manion 
was a “professional orator before extreme Right Wing Republican audiences.” For “‘ex- 
treme Right Wing”’ read ‘‘anti-Fair Deal.” Nevertheless, out went Dr. Manion, apparent- 
ly for sponsoring the sorely needed Bricker Amendment. For once the Column Cabal ap- 
peared to have allies inside the stockade. 


Also, according to Pearson, it is necessary to save the President from the ‘China 
Lobby”’ — meaning those who stand behind our firm ally Chiang Kai-shek, as opposed to 


the diplomats who still plot an Asiatic Munich. In plugging the familiar anti-Chiang 
line, Pearson managed to touch up at least four senators and to accuse Mr. Eisenhower of 
“repudiating his Secretary of State” in behalf of the “China Lobby.” The President’s 
adherence to the firm American policy toward China seemed disappointing to Pearson. 
He reported (April 25, 1953) that he had earlier tipped off the President to the iniquities 
of the “China Lobby’s” pet Senators, but the President, ‘‘then new in politics, expressed 
incredulity that U.S. Senators would accept campaign expenses from the China Lobby.” 
It could be, of course, that Mr. Eisenhower was not so “new in politics” as to regard Pearson 
as the best available tutor in the art. 





O’ couRSE “McCarTHYISM” is the catalytic agent by means of which the Fair Deal 
press crowd hopes to encompass the fall of Eisenhower and the defeat of the Re- 
publican Administration. Every presidential press conference must postpone important 
news while the little group of Fair Deal troublemakers goes through the routine of lead- 
ing the President into trouble. Up to now he has managed to cake-walk over the mined 
field with considerable skill. 


But if he expresses the view that Congressional committees should not use rough lan- 
guage to Army officers, or that it would be unfair to say that al] Democrats are traitors, 
the newspapers (including ‘‘right-wing’”’ newspapers) can be relied on to report next day 
that Eisenhower has rebuked McCarthy, or “showed his displeasure” with McCarthy, or 
indicated that next week he will give McCarthy the business. It seems that (Stewart Al- 
sop) “McCarthyism and its twin, McLeodism, are reducing all but the bravest American 
foreign representatives to timid automatons”. 


Therefore it is the duty of the Fair Deal propagandists to push McCarthy down the 
President’s throat until he decides to be ‘“‘master of his own house’ — meaning an instru- 
ment of the Fair Dealers in their campaign to smash the G.O.P. “‘Disinterested journalists” 
in Washington even go so far as to make the daily McCarthy story out of whole cloth. 
Thus somebody mouse-trapped McCarthy into snapping at Secretary of Defense Wilson 
by misrepresenting what Wilson had said about Communists in the Army. Actually 
what Wilson said was largely an endorsement of McCarthy’s efforts. 


In the same package with the fiction that, on account of ‘““McCarthyism”, American 
writers live in such fear and trepidation that they never know whether the Book of the 
Month Club is going to take their next book, the left-of-center columnists include this 
one: that Congressional investigations are ruining our reputation abroad. ‘The effects 
of McCarthyism in spreading doubt and distrust of America in Europe cannot be dis- 
puted” (Marquis Childs). 

Mr. Brownell’s re-exposure of the late Harry Dexter White, also according to Mr. 
Childs, was calculated to cause Europeans to feel that we lacked ‘‘political maturity and 
sobriety”. Walter Lippmann and Mrs. Roosevelt have beaten their breasts mournfully over 


the destruction of American prestige by McCarthy and his ilk. Lippmann hysterically 
urged the President to go out and challenge McCarthy on the ground that otherwise Mc- 


Carthy will “go on until he is master of the party”. In other words, “‘Let’s you and him 
fight!” 

On this matter of who is responsible for the alleged loss of America’s good name 
abroad and the terror that walketh at noonday in Grub Street, we have some interesting 
recent testimony. After one of the Senator’s hearings, a former Communist, Peter A. 


Gragis, who had been employed in the plant of the Federal Telecommunications Labora- 


tory at Nutley, New Jersey, said, according to the New York Times (March 11), that “he 
was certain that other former Communists would also come forward to tell their stories if 
they were not deterred by stories that Senator McCarthy would ‘abuse and crucify’ them. 


Mr. Gragis said a false picture had been painted by ‘left-wing and Communist newspapers’ 










Be 
and even by ‘respectable newspapers’. In the latter group he named the New York Herald- 
Tribune, Newsday (Long Island) and the W ashington Post.” 





































IT RESPECTABILITY CONSISTS in printing distorted accounts of Congressional. investiga- 


tions, thereby deterring reformed Communists from coming forward to aid in thwarting [| Volur 
the Red conspiracy in our midst, then lead us to the Penny Dreadfuls! Senator‘McCarthy’s ne 

manners in public may not be as suave as those of some of his hoity-toity critics, but, like 
the Geese of the Capitoline, he is doing his best to warn the Republic of its danger. Some- _ 
how or other the pained embarrassment of our columnar friends in the face of the supposed 9 Army 
disapproval of refined and “neutralist’’ Europe will have to be endured. So will the — charg 
stunned dread of intellectuals who would rather leave a Communist cell in the Army un- § ‘PTE 
disturbed than hear sharp words addressed to a General — unless, of course, the General ate 
happened to be Douglas MacArthur. force 

The left-wing purpose in inflating “McCarthyism” beyond any semblance of 
reality is to discredit and eventually destroy the investigatory powers of Congress. If §| to a 

McCarthy should go under, the boys would promptly set up Jenner in the next alley, and 
so on down the line until the last man with the guts to challenge the NK VD operatives in | brill 
our midst had been disposed of. Just how this transparent Kremlin objective is trans- Pen 
ferred to the intellectuals and egg-headed columnists who are not Communists — and to | 4, ; 
the rich publishers, also not Communists, who pay the Fair Deal columnists — is the beca 
mystery of the present time. is ir 
If the conservative, ‘‘extreme right-wing” Tories who own most of the newspapers os 


or advertise their wares on the radio want to “give both sides” by sponsoring Fair Deal 
columnists, well and good. These journalists are capable and persuasive men who have 





some popular following. Nobody wants to see them begging for bread. 1p 
But is it unreasonable to expect the newspapers actually to give both sides? They inv 
might expose their customers also to the enlightening influence of David Lawrence, Ray- . 
mond Moley, George Sokolsky, Frank R. Kent and a few others who can still write the news z- 
without first asking themselves, ‘““Would F.D.R. like it?” Many newspapers publish these 
conservative commentators, but I have an idea that statistics will prove that even Mrs. was 
Roosevelt has more “outlets”, and in conservative newspapers, too, than any of the ‘“‘ex- in 
treme rightists” just mentioned! 7” 
Really, the moderate conservative American press needs to get on to itself. ‘The hun- 
gry sheep look up and are not fed”, except on loaded alfalfa. Something needs to be done oh 
to persuade conservatives that it isn’t smart to spend twenty years trying to get a Republi- pel 
can Administration and then pay New Deal columnists to get the Democrats and left- - 
wingers back in again. * 
We offered HUMAN EVENTS as a safety valve to a long-suffering sub-editor of a large “right-wing” publication. TI 


Hence, he prefers to be known as “Handicapper.” 
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